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ABSTRACT 

Data from the National Longitudinal Study of the High 
School Class of 1972 (NLS1 includinq the 1976 follon-up were usei to 
examine the effects of interrupting or delaying school attendance on 
the eventual educational attainment of white male students. 
Background variables include scciceconomic and other family 
characteristics. Achievemer.t test scores, grade point average, and 
age-grade retardation were also included in the study* The criterion 
for the study was projected educational attainment at four and a half 
years after high school qr?duation. Path analysis was used to study 
the relationships among the IB variables. The best predictors of 
educational attainment were educational aspiration, ability as 
indicated by test scores, occupational aspiration, and high school 
grade point average in that order. In this sample of 3300 students, 
76 percent obtained some post-high school education. Cf this group, 
16 percent delayed their er^trv into post high school education, 15 
percent interrupted their post hioh school education, and 16 percent 
attended other than two or four year colleges. It was concluded that 
delaying or interrupting pcst-secondarv education did net handicap 
eventual educational attainmei!* , ?.nd neither did delayed high school 
graduation. (CTM) 



4c4i4i4i*4i*4i**4i4i*4i4(4i4i4(4i4i4i4i4i4ii(4i)k)k4c**4i4r4i4i4i*4i« ******************** i^i^ 

* Reproductions supplied bv EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the orioinal document. * 

********************************************* ****i^i^i^*i^i^^:^^,lt,lt:^,,^^,^^t^,,^,^^,^^t 



ERIC 



4 



vO 
CO 



U$ Of PAtTMfNTOFMlAiTH. 
fOUCATtONtWiLMM 
NAtlONAL IW$TlTUTf 0^ 
EOUCAiTtON 

•h.s oocumfnt mas been repro. 

OuCFO fXACTLV AS RCCtiVKD FROM 
•Ht PfRSON OR OROAN.ZATlON ORIGIN. 
AT.NOM POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
»»ATf D 00 NOT NFCPSSARrLV REPRE. 
Sf NT .C«Al NATlONAt INSTITUTE 0|: 
F pi'C AtiON POSITION OR POUCV 



tJLl 



DISCONTINUITIES IN SCHOOLING AND 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 



•PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Dianne Robertshaw 
Lee M. Wolfle 



Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 



C^) *u A '^^^ prepared for presentation at the annual meeting of 

the American Educational Research Association, Boston, April 7-11, 1980 
*u P'^QJ^ct was In part supported by a grant made available by' 

the College of Education, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and Stat. 

. yH^^^^nl^^;; ?J?J" ^^^^ National Center for Education Statistics 

(No. 300-73-0516). 



00 



DISCONTIfjlUITIES IN SCHOOLING AND 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 



.The process of status attainment in the United States is by now well 
understood. The seminal work of Blau and Duncan (1967) showed that about 
one-third of the variation in occupational status could be explained by a 
small set of predictor variables, the most important effect coming from 
respondent's educational attainment. The decade since Blau and Duncan's 
(1967) report has seen a large number of similar analyses extending and 
modifying the basic model of the process of achievement. The most important 
of these include Duncan, Featherman and Duncan (1972), Sewell and Hauser 
(1975), Hauser and Featherman (1977), and Featherman and Hauser (1978). 

While a great deal of attention has been given to occupational 
achievement, educational attainment has also been a major focus of inquiry. 
Education is not only an important event in the process of occupational 
placement, it is equally one of the more important outcomes of the process 
of achievement. Major inquiries into the process of educational attainment, 
such as Hauser (1971), Sewell and Hauser (1975), Sewell, Hauser and 
Featherman (1976),' and others, reveal that nearly half of the variation in 
educational attainn]ent can be explained by such variables as parental 
education, father's occupation, respondent's Intel licence, grades, curricular 
placement, educational and occupational aspirations, and the like. 

Analyses such as those referenced above measure the influence of events, 
but Beverly Duncan (Duncaw, Featherman and Duncan, 1972: 224) has proposed 
that the timing of events in the life cycle can be as critical for the 
individual as the events themselves. Demographers have long recognized the 



2 

importance of cohorts, and it is to Beverly Duncan's credit that she 
recognized the implications not only of achieving educational advantages, 
but achieving them in concert with the rest of the members of an individual's 
cohort. Prompted by this proposition, Featherman and Carter (1976) included - 
measures of discontinuity in a model of socioeconomic achievement, and 
undertook to identify causal antecedents of discontinuities in schooling, 
and their Impact on educational and socioeconomic achievements. They 
identified three kinds of discontinuities in schooling: age-grade 
retardation, delaying entry into college following high school graduation, 
and once college was attended, interrupting college for a period 6f at 
least six months. 

The findings of Featherman and Carter (1976) did not support Beverly 
Duncan's conclusion that "elements of the family's structure and status 
which are conducive to high educational attainment are also conducive to 
continuity in schooling" (Duncan, Featheman and Duncan, 1972: 219). The 
Featherman and Carter sample, however, unlike the OCG data, eliminated those 
who had dropped out of high school prior to age 17. The finding by Duncan, 
Featherman and Duncan (1972) that there was a moderate association between 
discontinuity and diminished occupational status attainment was supported. 
Featherman and Carter (1976: 158) concluded that discontinuities in 
school inc produce attenuated attainments because our society normally 
processes age-specific cohorts; failure to retain membership in a cohort 
as it is processed into the labor market handicaps men vis-a-vis their 
former associates. 

There have been several other examinations of educational discontinuities. 
Eckland (1964; 1965) analyzed male enrollees in the early 1950s at two 
universities, and concluded that college dropouts who return to graduate 
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do not differ significantly on family background variables from those who 
graduate after continuous enrollment. Karweit (K77) analyzed a national 
sample of black and white men from the Retrospective Life History (RLS) 
data collected in^l968. She concluded that there was no association 
between family background and resumption of schooling after labor force 
entry for either black or white men. 

Other studies (Coleman, et al., 1972; Ornstein« 1976) have dealt with 
the consequences of discontinuities and socioeconomic returns for investments 
in education after labor force entry. Both Coleman, et al. (1972) and 
Ornstein (1976) analyzed data from the RLS. Coleman, et al. (1972) 
concluded that educational activity between first job and later job was 
the most important intervening event in explaining increased job status. 
Other intervening variables were household changes, migration, and occupa- 
tional ability (i.e., part time jobs, unemployment, military experience, and 
the like). Ornstein (1976) assessed the effects of actual educational 
attainment rather than educational activity, and concluded that attainment 
levels increased very little with resumption of educational activity. He 
found further that changes in educational attainment after labor force 
entry were inconsequential for wage and status change. 

In an in-depth study of variables important to college access. Bowers, 
et al. (1977) identified delayed access as one of three types (immediate, 
delayed, and retained), thus providing some information on what has been 
referred to above as delayed entry. The Bowers study used a national sample 
from the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS) 
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics. Using entry 
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information from the first followup survey conducted In late 1973, the 
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Bowers study conducted separate analyses for the three types of access using 
no post-secondary education as the reference category. They concluded that 
the most important predictors of delayed entry were also the most important 
predictors of immediate entry. 

Although Bowers's (1977^ study provides in-depth information on. the 
discontinuity of delay, it does not answer the questions posed by Featherman 
and Carter (1976). The NLS data used by Bowers does, however, lend itself 
to a comprehensive analysis of discontinuities. Although Bowers was able 
only to follow high school seniors through the first fbllowup, subsequent 
followups in October 1974 and October 1976 allow the identification of those 
who interrupt as well as delay. These followups also allow a more thorough 
analysis of age-grade retardation. There is, however, one major limitation 
of the MLS study. Because the NLS followups span only 4J5 years, the major 
dependent variable is limited to projected educational attainment, a variable 
which includes education obtained Ah years after high school graduation plus 
any additional education expected. 

The research reported in this paper provides a comprehensive study 
of discontinuities through the use of all MLS data now available. Using 
the achievement model of Featherman and Carter (1976: 139) this research 
extends Featherman and Carter's results to a national sample of U.S. white 
males. Slight modifications in the NLS sampling procedures and variable 
definitions prevent us from calling our analysis a replication of Featherman 
and Carter. It is, however, a restudy of the same basic process of 
educational attainment. 

The model we are estimating is shown in Figure 1, which shows the 
variables of interest in their assumed order of causal priority (from left 



to rfght). In this block-recursive model (see Wolfle, forthcoming), there 
are six major blocks of variables; socioeconomic background, educability 
and age-grade retardation, aspirations for achievement, 'post-secondary 
attendance, post-high school discontinuities and duration of education, and 
educational attainment. All variables in one block are assumed to have 
causal effects on all variables in subsequent blocks. Within each block, 
the straight arrows represent ?n assumed causal ordering from one variable 
to another. Curved arrows denote correlations between variables; correla- 
tions imply no causal priorities. 

THE DATA 

The data for this analysis came from the National Longitudinal Study 
of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS). In order to increase the compara- 
bility of our results to those of Fe&therman and Carter (1976), we restricted 
our analysis to approximately 3300 white males. (We are also, analyzing 
the causes and effects of educational discontinuities 'for blacks and women, 
but the results reported here are restricted to white males.) The NLS data 
were gathered on students sampled within selected schools; the complex 
design is described in detail in Levinsohn, et al . (1978). 

The correlations among the variables used in our analysis are shown 
in Table 1. The values of these correlations are within the range of 
values reported in previous research, although in some instances they differ 
slightly from those reported by Featherman and Carter (1976). Among the 
background variables, for example, the correlation between father's 
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occupation and father's education was found to be higher in our study (.55) 
than in Featherman and Carter's (.46); however, those between father's 
education and mother's education, and between father's occupation and 



• -1 



6 . 

mother's education were much closer in value (.37 versus .32, and .53 versus 
.55, respectively). As in the Featherman and Carter study, all three of 
these status indicators were negatively related to the number of siblings, 
rural residence, and farm background, and these latter thrke variables were 
positively related to each other. While 64 percent of the Featherman and 
Carter sample of 17 year old white male 1957 high school students from 
Lenawee, Michigan, were from rural backgrounds, only 25 percent of the NLS 
sample reported backgrounds characterized as rural. Nineteen percent of 
the Featherman and Carter sample had fathers in farming occupations, while 
only seven percent of our sample reported farm backgrounds. The correlation 
between rural residence and farm background was .36, compared to a value 
of .35 in the Featherman and Carter study. 
Description of Variables 

Whenever possible, we have defined the variables in the same manner as 
in the Featherman and Carter (1976) study. In our study, father's occupation 
(FAOCP) was measured by the Duncan (1961) socioeconomic index as revised by 
Hausar and Featherman (1977) to correspond to the 1970 census occupation code. 
Father's education (FAED) and mother's education (MAED) were scaled in actual 
years of schooling. Rural residence (RURES) was coded "1" if the respondent's 
description of his home location was rural or fanning; otherwise the 
variable was coded "0". Farm background (FRMBKG) was also dichotomously 
coded "1" if the father's occupation was identified as farmer, farm manager, 
farm foreman, or farm laborer; but was coded "0" otherwise. The number of 
siblings (SIBS) was recorded as the actual number of brothers and sisters. 

Three variables were included in the block measuring educability and 
age-grade retardation. Mental ability (ABILITY) was calculated from a battery 
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of tests administered to the respondents in the spring of 1972. The variable 
was operationally defined as the sum of the subscale scores for reading, 
letter groups, vocabulary, and mathematics. Grade point average (GPA) was 
scored on a scale from 1 to 15, representing GPA's from F(l) to A(15). 
Age-grade retardation (AGRTD) measures the first educational discontinuity 
in our analysis. Our definition differs slightly from that of Featherman 
and Carter (1976: 138). Their sample was composed of a birth cohort; if 
by the age of 17 their responcents had not attained grades 11 or 12, they 
were coded "1" on a dichotomous scale. The NLS sample is composed of a 
cohort of high school seniors in 1972. Thus, we have coded respondents 
"1" on our dichotomous scale who were seniors in 1972 but who were born 
between 1950 and 1952; If they were born after 1952, they were coded "0". 

Two aspiration variables were included. Educational aspirations (EASP) 
was based on the respondents' plans for post-secondary education. They 
received a "0" if they planned no further education; a "1" for two or 
fewer years planned; a "2" for four years; and a "3" if they planned to 
attend graduate school. Occupational aspirations (OASP) was measured on 
the Duncan socioeconomic index scale. The respondents were asked in their 
senior year to indicate the kind of work they would like to do. 

Post-secondary education (POST HS) was codec "1" if the respondent 
obtained any post-high school education between June 1972 and October 1976, 
and was coded "0" otherwise. This variable was not included in Featherman 
and Carter's (1976) analysis, but its exclusion was, we believe, a mistake. 
Featherman and Carter included in their analysis not only people who went 
on to post-secondary institutions, but also those who did not. Thus, their 
measures of the effects of discontinuities were measured against those who 

•J 



8 



ended their educations with high school graduation. By including a dichotomous 
variable measuring post-secondary school attendance, we have been able to 
measure the effects of discontinuities between those who delayed and 
interrupted their post-secondary educations, and those who attended such 
institutions without either delays or interruptions. This is, we believe, 
the" comparison of primary substantive interest. As a result of including 
this variable, the analyses performed on variables in subsequent blocks in 
the model were restricted to those people coded "1" on the variable, 
post-secondary education. 

Four variables were included in the block measuring discontinuities 
and duration of education. Delay (DELAY) was coded "1" if the respondent 
had not entered a post-secondary program in October 1972, but had entered 
one by October of 1973, 1974, 1975, or 1976; otherwise the respondent 
received a code of "0". Because the analysis at this point includes only 
those attending a post-secondary institution, "V Indicates a delayed 
entry, and "0" indicates an immediate entry. Interruption (INTERRUPT) 
was coded "1" if the student was entered in a post-secondary program in 
October of one of the years following high school graduation, was not 
entered in October of at least one subsequent year, but had re-entered in 
at least one subsequent October. (To determine if the effects of these 
discontinuity variables were additive or interactive, an interaction term 
was computed as the product of DELAY and INTERRUPT. The resultafit 
variable (D & I) has the value "1" if the respondent both delayed and 
interrupted; "0" otherwise. The variable, duration of education (CURED), 
was measured as the number of years elapsed between high school graduation 
(1972) and the last year enrolled in any kind of post-secondary program. 
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Both here and in Featherman and Carter's (1976: 148) analysis, the purpose 
of including this variable was to discover what affects the extension of 
education; then to estimate the efficiency of schooling; that is, the 
effect of duration of educaticJn on level of educational achievement. 
Obviously, duration of education and educational attainment will be 
confounded (the correlation is .53), but it is also clear that how long 
someone attends school is not the same as the level they attain. The fourth 
variable in this block was the type of post-secondary institution (TYPE) 
which^the respondent attended; it was coded "1" if the type of post- 
secondary school was a two or four year college or university, and was 
coded "0" if it was a vocational, trade, or business program. 

Finally, educational attainment, or more accurately, projected 
educational attainment (PEDATTN)» was measured in actual years of 
post-secondary education expected by the respondent approximately Aij 
years after high school graduation. 

RESULTS 

Educability 

Our results of the regressions of block two variables on block one 
variables, and where appropriate on other variables within block two, are 
shown in Table 2. The standardized, or path, coefficients are shown In 
the upper panel of the table, while the metric coefficients, intercepts, 
coefficients of determination, and in parentheses the standard errors, 
are shown in the lower panel. Coefficients whose absolute values exceed 
about times their standard errors are asterisked as statistically 
significant (i = .01). Following Alwin and Hauser (1975), we report both 
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the final, fully specified regression equations, as well as the reduced- form 
equations. Comparison of the coefficients from one equation to another 
shows the magnitude of indi^ct causal effects. 

We need not dwell on interpretations of all of the coefficients. 
When we regressed mental ability on the block one variables, all of them 
proved to be statistically significant. In Featherman and Carter's (1976; 
142) analysis only mother's education and the number of siblings were 
, significant, but in making this comparison i- should be noted that our 
sample size was ten times that of theirs.- Examining the size of the metric 
regression coefficients, nearly all of them approach in magnitude those of 

J previous analysis. There Is, however, one exception. The effect of 
farm background in our analysis was positive and significant, while 
Featherman and Carter (1976: 142) report a negative effect, albeit statisti- 
cally indistinguishable from zero. Except to note the different proportions 
of our respondents with farm backgrounds, we can shed no light on this 
di ffprence. 

Also like Featherman and Carter (1976: 142), we find the most 
important influence on grade point average to be mental ability. However, 
we find that the block one, socioeconomic variables have practically no 
influence on grade point average once mentil ability is controlled; this 
result more nearly approaches the previous findings of Sewell and Hauser 
(1975: 97) than Featherman and Carter. 
Age-Grade Retardation 

Featherman and Carter (1976: 143) reported that the explanation of 
age-grade retardation was unresponsive to the factors included in their 
model. The same is true of our data; the coefficient of deterr'in.ition is 
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a mere .05. The most important predictor of age-grade retardation in our . 
analysis was low mental ability, which contrasts to Featherman and Carter's 
finding that age-grade retardation was determined primarily by the effect of 
poor academic performance. Moreover, the effect of mental ability was almost 
entirely a direct causal effect; only ten percent of the effect of mental 
ability could be said to occur indirectly through the intervening variable, 
grade point average. Both sets of data, however, show no direct effects 
of block one variables on age-grade retardation, once mental ability and 
grade point average are controlled. 
Aspirations for Achievement 

Featheman and Carter (1976; 143) hypothesized that age-§rade retard- 
ation would have a negative effect upon goals for education and occupational 
status. In the event they found these effects to be negative but statistically 
insignificant. In consideration of their findings, we hypothesized that the 
effects of age-grade retardation would be negative and significant, albeit 
small in absolute value. As much as anything, we based this expectation on 
the larger sample size incorporated into our analysis. We were wrong. 
Examination of the regression results shown in Table 3 reveal that the 
' effects of age-grade retardation on goals for education and occupational 
status were negligibly small. We must conclude age-grade retardation is 
not a factor in the development of achievement aspirations. 

In most other cases, the coefficients in Table 3 are enough like 
those of Featherman and Carter (1976: 145) not to warrant a prolonged 
comparison Substantive conclusions would hardly change. Yet the effects 
of mental ability and grade point average vary between our data and their's. 
They found the net effects of grade point average to be more important than 
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mental ability; we find the opposite. We hasten to point out, however, that the 
ways in which these variables were measured varies between the two studies, 
and that both studies found both mental ability and grade point average to 
be significant causal effects of the two aspiration variables. 

Post-Secondary Attendance 

When the dichotomous variable measuring the simple fact of post- 
secondary attendance was regressed on variables in the preceding three blocks, 
our hypothesized effects were generally confirmed. All the coefficients 
(which are not shown here) were statistically significant, save those for 
father's occupation and mother's education (whose zero-order effects were 
mediated largely through mental ability and the two aspiration variables). 
The effect of age-grade retardation was negative and significant, but small. 
Students who were twenty years of age or over when they graduated from high 
school in 1972 were about ten percent less likely to attend a post-secondary 
institution than were those who graduated on time from high school. 

Post-High School Discontinuities and Duration of Eoucation 

The analysis now considers only those respondents who actually attended 
post-secondary institutions. The respondents in this analysis numbered 
approximately 2700. 

First, let us consider the two post-high school discontinuities, delay 
of entry, and interruption of attendance. Based on expectations from 
Beverly Duncan's analysis of the OCG data, Featherman and Carter (1976: 146) 
hypothesized that the sibling variable would have a positive effect upon the 
discontinuity variables, while all the other socioeconomic variables in block 
one would negatively affect discontinuity. In fact, they found no statistically 
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significant relationships between block one variables and delay; and for 
interruption, while the regression was significant, the only significant 
regression coefficient (mother's education) was in the opposite direction 
than hypothesized. Based on these results, we continue to hypothesize 
negative effects (except for siblings) from block one variables to the delay 
and interruption discontinuities. However, while we expect these effects 
to be statistically significant, we do not expect them to be very large 
in magnitude. 

The results for delaying entry into post-secondary institutions are 
shown in Table 4. When the delay variable was regressed on block one 
variables only four percent of the variation in delay was explained. 
However, because of the large sample size, this value is statistically 
significant. The effects of father's occupation, mother's education, farm 
background, and the number of siblings were all significant and in the 
direction hypothesized. The effects of these background variables are 
mediated somewhat by mental ability and grade point average, both of which 
have negative effects on delay. That is, higher levels of ability and 
grades are more conducive to immediate entry into post-secondary institu- 
tions. Most of the influence of mental ability on delay occurs indirectly 
through grades. When all of the antecedent variables are included in the 
regression the results show that respondents from farm background, with 
fewer siblings, with higher grades, and especially with higher levels of 
aspirations for education, were more likely to enter into post-secondary 
institutions without delay. 

The regression results for the interruption variable are shown in 
Table 5. These clearly show that whatever it is that explains why people 
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interrupt their post-secondary educations, we have not captured it with 

these variables. These results contradict those of Featherman and Carter 

(1976; 147), who reported coefficients of determination several times as 

large as ours. We believe that these different results are most likely due 

to the foreshortened time frame within which our respondents have 

experienced interruptions. 

I 

Educational Achievement 

We adopt as our hypotheses the same set of expectations used by 
Featherman and Carter: 

From earlier research on the status attainment process . . . 
we expect educability to be a major impetus to higher education, 
mainly GPA and aspirations, especially [educational aspirations]. 
We hypothesize that maternal and paternal education will not affect 
[educational attainment] directly but only through GPA and 
aspirations. A small, positive socioeconomic effect from [father's 
occupation] is expected. We argue that farm origins and rural 
residence ought not affect [educational attainment] directly, after 
controls for siblings (Featherman, 1971) and aspirations and 
educability (Haller, 1968) are imposed. Our three discontinuity 
variables are hypothesized to affect [educational attainment] 
negatively, controlling for DURED and the other variables 
(Featherman and Carter, 1976: 150). 

The results of the regressions of educational attainment (as projected 
44 years after high school) are shown in Table 6. The effects of block one 
variables correspond to those found by Featherman and Carter (1976: 152): 
father's occupation, father's education, and mother's education have 
positive (and significant) effects on education; rural residence and the 
number of siblings have negative effects; farm background has no effect one 
way or the other. 

Both mental ability and higher grades in high school lead to greater 
amounts of education; but age-grade retardation has no effect at all. As 
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expected, aspirations for education and occupational status have positive 
effects on education; and educational aspirations have more influence than 
aspirations for occupational status. 

Both delaying entry into post-secondary institutions and interruptions 
of attendance were expected to have negative effects on educational 
attainment. But in the reduced form, neither of these variables was 
significant; nor was there an interactive effect of the two variables. 

With reference to the fully specified model, which includes the effects 
of delay and interruption net of the type of post-secondary institution 
attended, and the duration of education, it is clear that delay and 
interruption have attenuating effects on educational attainment. Either 
delaying entry into, or interrupting, one's post-secondary education will 
cost one about one-half year of education (as projected at the end of a 
4% year period). 

All other effects more or less confirm our a priori hypotheses. The 
effects of the block one, socioeconomic variables have been mediated by the 
intervening variables. The effect of mental ability is positive, but the 
net effect of high school grades is negligible onct duration of education 
is controlled. The effect of type of post-secondary institution is positive; 
if one attended a two or four year college or university, their projected 
educational attainment was nearly 1.5 years greater than those who attended 
technical or vocational schools. Finally, those who spent greater amounts 
of time in school were also those who had achieved higher levels of 
expected education. 
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CONCLUSION 

Like Featherman and Carter (1976: 153), we conclude that delaying 
entry into a post-secondary educational institution, or interrupting one's 
attendance, does in fact handicap one vis-a-vis those who neither delay nor 
interrupt. After a 4Jj year time span, those who delay or interrupt may be 
expected to have lost a half year of education, ceteris paribus . However, 
age-grade retardation does not affect the ultimate level of one's 
educational attainment. 

These findings lend considerable support to the earlier analysis of 
Featherman and Carter (1976). With a large, national sample of white males, 
it becomes clear that we have not been able to explain very well why people 
delay entry into post-high school institutions, or interrupt their educations 
once enrolled. However, it is clear that if they do either, it costs them, 
about a half year of education, net of their social background, ability, 
and especially the length of time they have been in school. That is, of 
course it is true that people not continuous-ly in school in a 4J5 year 
period after high school graduation have lower levels of educational 
attainment (and even expectations); but after we've controlled for that 
period of time (DUREO), the effects of delaying or interrupting are 
manifested. 

As further followups to the NLS are completed, we will also be able 
to determine what effects, if any, delaying entry, or interrupting 
attendance, will have on the levels of occupational status, and earned 
income. But these analyses will have to wait. It Is simply too soon to 
analyze these socioeconomic outcomes. 
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In the meantime, we are extending' the- analysis of educational 
discontinuities to women and blacks. These analyses have already 
revealed some Interesting contrasts In the process of educational 
attainment between these groups and white men. Our conclusions are as 
yet tentative, but apparently the effects of social background on del^y 
are greater for black men than white men, and the most Important influence 
on delay for white women Is the level of their aspirations for education. 
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Figure 1. Causal Model Ordering Events within the Socioeconomic Life Cycle. 
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